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MONDAY, JULY 13, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE:ON INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in room 
5110, Senate Office Building, Hon. A. S. Mike Monroney (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Senator Monrongry. The Subcommittee on Aviation will be in 
session. 

Our hearing this morning is on S. 2208, which was recently intro- 
duced by our two distinguished colleagues from Alaska, Senator 
Bartlett and Senator Gruening. 

The purpose of S. 2208 is to enable the new State of Alaska to share 
on an equal basis with the other 48 States in the apportionment of 
grant-in-aid funds under the Federal Airport Act. As we all know, 
Congress, after prolonged argument and discussion, finally passed, 
and the President has signed, a 2-year extension of the act. I know 
of no one who is completely happy with this compromise legislation 
as it finally emerged—but it was believed that a simple 2-year ex- 
tender would avoid some of the difficulties we encountered in trying 
to thrash out a longer, more comprehensive program. Although the 
original Senate bill (S. 1) provided more funds for airport develop- 
ment in Alaska—as well as in the other States—it was impossible to 
obtain agreement on these larger amounts. Thus the bill as finally 
passed made no change in either the amount or procedure of allocating 
funds for Alaska, but merely continues the present method of treat- 
ment. 

We are aware that including Alaska under the regular apportion- 
ment formula will result in a much larger amount of money for airport 
development there. On the other hand, if the total amount of 
authorized funds is not increased, Alaska’s benefit can only be at the 
expense of allocations to the other 48 States—under a bill which has 
already been severely cut back. 

I am hopeful that our witnesses this morning will have some 
helpful suggestions on how to solve this dilemma. In this connection, 
the committee notes that in signing the 2-year extension bill the 
President said: 





One other feature of the bill requires prompt corrective action by the Congress, 

Because Alaska is treated as a Territory under the bill it will be entiled to less 
than half the funds it should receive as a State. 
We, therefore, await with a great deal of interest the testimony of 
the Administration’s official representatives from the Federal Aviation 
Agency regarding where this other “half” of Alaska’s share is to be 
obtained. 


Note.—Staff members assigned to this hearing: Robert T. Murphy and John W. Black. 
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(The bill follows and also the comment of the Comptroller General, 
dated July 13, 1959.) 
[S. 2208, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To provide for equal treatment for the State of Alaska as for other States of the Union with respeg 
to the allotment of funds under the Federal Airport Act, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal Airport Act is amended a, 
follows: 

Sec. 2. Section 2 (12) of such Act (60 Stat, 170, 49 U.S.C. 1101(12)) is amendeg 
to read as follows: ‘‘ ‘State’ means a State of the United States on June 30, 1959 
or the District of Columbia.”’ 

Sec. 3. Section 5(a) of such Act (60 Stat. 172, as amended; 49 U.S.C. 1104 
supp, V) is amended by striking ‘‘$60,000,000” in the first sentence thereof and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$62,371,000’’. 

Src. 4. Section 5(b) of such Act is amended by striking ‘*$3,000,000” in the 
first sentence thereof and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$1,650,000”’. 

Src. 5. The third sentence of section 5(b) of such Act is amended to read ag 
follows: “Of the amounts authorized by this subsection, $750,000 shall be available 
for projects in Hawaii, $600,000 for projects in Puerto Rico, and $300,000 for 
projects in the Virgin Islands.’. 

Src. 6. Section 10(c) (60 Stat. 176; 49 U.S.C. 1109(c)) of such Act is amended 
to (1) delete the words ‘‘Alaska and”’ in the title of this subsection; (2) insert jp 
the title before the words ‘Virgin Islands’’, the word ‘‘the’’; (3) delete from such 
subsection the words ‘‘the Territory of Alaska and’’. 





COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 13, 1959, 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Mr. CuarrMan: Your letter of June 19, 1959, acknowledged June 22, re. 
quests our comments on S. 2208. 

The bill would amend the Federal Airport Act to provide for equal treatment 
for the State of Alaska as for other States of the Union with respect to the allot 
ment of funds thereunder. 

The question as to whether Alaska should be provided equal treatment as for 
other States with respect to the allotment of funds under the Federal Airport Aet 
is a matter of policy for determination by the Congress. We should like to point 
out, however, that under Public Law 86-72, approved June 29, 1959 (75 Stat. 
155), which amended the Federal Airport Act by extending the time for making 
grants thereunder, provision is made for the State of Alaska to continue to re 
ceive the special treatment it received as a Territory. If S. 2208 is considered 
favorably, its provisions will have to be redrafted to take into consideration the 
amendments made by Public Law 86-72. 

Sincerely yours, 
JosepH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Senator Monroney. Our first witness this morning will be Senator 
Gruening, who has a statement he would like to read. 


?) 


STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST GRUENING, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF ALASKA 


Senator Grueninc. Mr. Chairman, I greatly appreciate the op 
portunity to appear before this committee this morning and discuss 
the needs of Alaska for equality of treatment by the Federal Govern- 
ment under provisions of the Federal Airport Act. 

I had planned to come here and testify in support of the bill whieh 
Senator Bartlett and I introduced the day after the bill, S. 1, whieb 
became Public Law 86-72, was passed by the Senate. For reasons 
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which I shall explain later in my testimony, my statement today 
differs from the one which I originally planned to make. 

Our objective in introducing S. 2208 was essentially the same as 
the objectives of the legislation recommended by the administration 
for the extension of the Federal Airport Act earlier this year, insofar 
as those recommendations dealt with the State of Alaska. When 
testifying on the legislation proposed by the administration before 
this committee on January 22, Mr. E. R. Quesada, Administrator 
of{the Federal Aviation Agency, stated that: 

The administration bill deals with Alaska frankly and unequivocally as the 
full-fledged State she has recently become. ‘To the extent that this operates to 
her advantage as to the apportionment funds, she is certainly entitled to her full 
rights as a State. 

The need for introduction of S. 2208 arose as a result of the passage 
of Public Law 86-72, which continues the present program, including 
provisions dealing with Alaska, on the same basis as was in effect 
when Alaska was a Territory. For Alaska, the effect of this is to 
continue Federal assistance at a level of $1,350,000 per annum for 
the next 2 years. While this does raise, it seems to me, a question of 
the constitutionality of Public Law 86—72 with respect to its treat- 
ment of Alaska, this is neither the time nor the place to discuss that 
in detail. 

Without going into the legislative history of Public Law 86-72, I 
would like to point out that the amount of Federal aid to which Alaska 
will be entitled under the new law is far less than that which Alaska 
would have received under any of the other proposals which were 
considered at this session of Congress for extension of the Federal 
Airport Act. 

It is an amount which is far less than the amount which the ad- 
ministration anticipated Alaska would receive under Federal airport 
grants when it recommended the transitional grants for the new 
State which were included in the Alaska Omnibus Act—Public Law 
86-70. When Mr. Quesada testified before the House and Senate 
Committees on Interior and Insular Affairs concerning the portion 
of transitional grants authorized by the Omnibus Act which were 
estimated on the basis of airport needs, he indicated the assumption 
on the part of the administration that Alaska would receive an 
amount of $6.4 million in Federal grants, if the administration pro- 
posal for extension of the Federal Airport Act was accepted by the 
Congress. 

The reduction in the amount now actually authorized for Alaska 
casts a very different light on Alaska’s needs for Federal assistance 
in its transition from a Territory to a State. The testimony of 
General Quesada on the Omnibus Act further pointed out that 
Federal grants could be augmented from discretionary funds available 
to the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration under 
provisions of section 6 of the Federal Airport Act, in the event 
projects proposed by the State have a sufficiently high priority in 
terms of national needs to warrant use of the discretionary funds. 

The funds which Public Law 86-72 will provide for the State of 
Alaska are far less than the amounts which are immediately needed 
by the State to make necessary improvements for the airports at 
Anchorage and at Fairbanks and to carry out other programs which 
are needed for the safety at other airports which will be transferred 
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to the State by the Federal Government under provisions of thj 
Omnibus Act. 

The introduction of S. 2208 was encouraged, not only by the rel 
need for Alaska to share in the Federal program on a basis of equality 
with the other States, but also by the recognition of this need by 
the President. At the time the Airport Act extension law was signe 
the President voiced his feeling that the treatment of Alaska, on, 
less than equitable basis, is a feature of the legislation which require 
prompt corrective action. 

For all these reasons, we introduced a bill which would requiy 
that Alaska share in the Federal airport iinet on the same basi 
as the other States. 

However, after having introduced the bill, it became clear, afte 
lengthy discussions with technicians of the Federal Aviation Agene 
that, in order to provide for equal treatment of Alaska withoy! 
decreasing amounts now allocable to our sister States it would \y 
necessary to increase the funds authorized by section 5(a) of the ae 
by a very large amount. 

Consideration was given to revising the apportionment formula ¢ 
section 6(a) in such a manner that, with a minimum increase } 
total funds authorized, no State would lose money under the presen 
law. 

Other possibilities were considered which would revise the law tl 
provide equal status for Alaska without disturbing the amounts i 
which other States are entitled. 

It was finally determined that there was no way of working thi 
out in the manner. proposed without increasing the funds requird 
by such a large amount that the very proposal appears to bi 
impractical. 

Facing, realistically, the difficulty of obtaining congressional actio| 
and Presidential approval of a bill which would require the authori} 
tion of considerably greater sums than those now authorized fe 
allocation under Public Law 86-72, we have reluctantly come to thé 
conclusion that we should urge only that Alaska be included amo 
the States to which the Administrator is now authorized to allocat! 
money from the discretionary funds established by section 6(b). 

At this time Alaska is not eligible for participation in the diser 
tionary fund. It would seem clear that this inequitable treatmen 
of a State constitutes a situation which can and must be immediately 
corrected by the Congress. 

We believe that the i importance of Alaska’s airports is such that ow 
priority will certainly be recognized by the Administrator in makin 
allocations from the discretionary fund. We are willing to forego ft 
the time being other changes in the law which would assure Alash 
of adequate funds to improve our airports. However, we believe, that 
at a minimum, we should be given a chance at sharing in the diser 
tionary fund. 

The amendment of the law to provide for the inclusion of Alashi 
in the allocation of discretionary funds will represent at least an initi 
step in the direction of obtaining equality of treatment for our Stati 
under all provisions of the Federal Airport Act. We wish to emphij 
size that we look upon this measure as but a beginning step towall 
this objective. 

I urge you to act upon this proposal as soon as possible. 
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I want to share my agreement with your view that none of us are 
articularly happy over the outcome of the airport legislation, and 

the failure to pass the very excellent act which you sponsored early 
in this session. If that act had become law, and not subject to the 
fear of a veto which we have seen exercised in the case of an excellent 
although much likewise reduced housing act, and if that S. 1 had be- 
come law we would have all been very happy. 

Unfortunately, we are not very happy about the result not only 
of the legislation generally, but particularly the application of the 
present legislation to Alaska. While S. 2208 is by no means a solu- 
tion to our problem, we hope it will be a temporary stopgap to enable 
us to secure and at not too distant a date the full equality in the field 
of airport construction. As a State I believe we are entitled to it. 

As you well know, having the quality of statehood brings with it 
certain responsibilities. These are responsibilities which the people 
of Alaska are very happy to assume whenever they are given the 
opportunity to do so. They have not assumed them under this act 
through no fault of our own. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you, Senator Gruening. We appre- 
ciate your testimony and share with you the regret that the adminis- 
tration did not see fit to accept a more adequate bill which would have 
provided funds not only for Alaska but for the other 49 States as well. 

Senator GRUENING. Thank you. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bartlett, do you want to read your 
statement? 

Senator Bart Lett. No; I don’t want to consume the time of the 
committee. 

Senator Monroney. Or do you want to put it in after we hear the 
testimony of Mr. Pyle? 

Senator BartieTr. I don’t have a prepared statement. I may 
comment extemporaneously later on. 

Senator Monroney. Our first Administration witness is Mr. 
James Pyle, the Deputy Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Agency. 

We are happy to have you back before this committee, Mr. Pyle. 
We appreciate what you are doing in the field of aviation safety and 
modernization of our airways, and reorganization of this vast task 
that has been thrust upon you by the Congress. 

You may proceed in your own way and we will interrogate you after 
you have concluded your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES T. PYLE, DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR, 
FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY 


Mr. Pyiz. Mr. Chairman, I do thank you for your kind remarks. 
But after all if it hadn’t been for you and what Congress did for us, 
we wouldn’t be in the favorable position we are now to get on with 
this job. I wish you would accept my appreciation for what you 
have done for us. 

Senator Monronry. This committee is quite proud of the activities 
that we all have engaged in. We are glad that the act has been 
carried out so well as Congress intended it to be at the time it passed it. 

Mr. Pyix. I do appreciate the chance to appear before the com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of commenting on S. 2208. 

43336—59 
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This bill would amend the Federal Airport Act, as amended, to 
provide equal treatment for the State of Alaska as for other States of 
the Union with respect to allotments of funds under such act. It 
specifically raises the total amount to be obligated among the States 
from $60 million to $62,371,000 and treats Alaska as a State for the 
purpose of the act. Further, it reduces the amounts to be obligated 
among the Territories from $3 million to $1,650,000. It would thus 
result in an additional outlay of $1,021,000 in Federal funds for aid 
to airports. 

Under Public Law 86-72 as signed by the President on June 29, 
1959, Alaska continues to receive the same treatment and the same 
amount of funds that it did when it was a Territory. ‘That is to say, 
it will receive $1,350,000 ee The Federal participation in 
airport projects will remain 7! ) percent of total project costs and the 
State’s participation in airport projects will remain at 25 percent 
of such costs. 

Under Public Law 86-72 the $1,350,000 authorized annually is 
available to the State of Alaska until obligated and/or expended. 

Under S. 2208, as proposed, Alaska would receive $3,743,767 as 
its State apportionment share of funds available for the several 
States. The maximum Federal participation in the project costs 
would drop to 62.5 percent and the State’s share will rise to 37.5 
percent. In addition to the State apportionment available, Alaska 
will also be eligible for an unspecified amount of the discretionary 
fund. 

Under S. 2208, as proposed, the $3,743,767 State apportionment 
funds authorized annually will be available for obligation for 2 years. 
At the end of the 2 years any part of these funds that are unobligated 
will be subject to ban capture and redistribution. 

Also under S. 2208, Alaska will be eligible to receive its share of 
any State apportionme nt funds that remains unobligated after 2 years 
and which is redistributed according to the requirements of section 6(a). 

Under this bill with $62,371,000 proposed to be authorized annually 
for the 49 States and the District of Columbia, the State apportion- 
ment share, or 75 percent, would be $46,778,250. Under Public Law 
86-72 with $60 million authorized annually for the States, this State 
apportionment share would be $45 million. S. 2208 would increase 
the amount available for allocation to 8 States and the District of 
Columbia, in addition to Alaska, and slightly decrease the amounts 
available for allocation to the other 40 States. A table showing these 
figures is attached as an appendix to this statement. The reason for 
a decrease to some States and an increase to others is based on the 
fact that apportionment of funds is required by section 6(a) of the 
act to be made according to the following percentages: 

One-half in the proportion which the population of each State bears to the total 
population of all the States, and one-half in the proportion which the area of each 
State bears to the total prea of all the States. 

Under S. 2208 the States which would undergo a reduction in the 
amount authorized to be allotted are those which have a large geo- 
graphical area and a relatively small population. This is due to the 
fact that Alaska has such a large geographical area and inclusion of 
it as a State under the present for rmula would affect those States having 
a large area and a small population and their allotment would decrease 


accordingly. 

















Ow. 


ore KH < 


it 





FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT—ALASKA a 













































As vou are aware, the subject of the Federal aid to airports has been 
a very controversial matter with both the Congress and the President. 
Although this Agency feels that Alaska deserves equal treatment 
with the other States, it is our firm position that there should be no 
increase in the total amount authorized under the act. In other 
words, the Federal Aviation Agency does not feel that the $63 million 
total figure should be raised and therefore opposes the enactment of 
§. 2208. 

This Agency has favored treating Alaska as a State from the outset. 
The testimony of Mr. Quesada, the Administrator, before both the 
Senate and House Committees with respect to S. 1 and H.R. 1011, 
recommended dealing with Alaska frankly and unequivocally as a 
full-fledged State. However, S. 1 as enacted did not do so. 

The Federal Government has recently transferred to the State of 
Alaska, the Anchorage and Fairbanks International Airports. This 
was done pursuant to Public Law 86-70 in keeping with the program 
designed to have the new State assume statehood responsibilities. 
Much additional construction work is required to complete planned 
facilities for these airports which was not accomplished while under 
Federal ownership. 

We recognize that to provide equal treatment for Alaska as a State 
under the Federal Airport Act, there would have to be a reallotment 
of funds authorized under present law. In doing this, 40 States would 
lose some of the funds already available to them. We are aware of 
the arguments against such a proposal and have given considerable 
thought to alternative methods which would have the effect of meet- 
ing the pressing requirements of airport development in Alaska needed 
to assure safety and at the same time not unwarrantedly prejudice 
the availability of funds to other States. 

Accordingly, the Federal Aviation Agency recommends to this sub- 
committee an interim solution which would constitute a big step in 
the direction of treating Alaska as a State. At the same time, our 
proposal does not unduly prejudice the interests of other States and 
does not require an increase in the amounts authorized under present 
law. 

Alaska presently receives an annual allotment of $1,350,000. How- 
ever, it does not share in the discretionary fund. If, in addition to its 
annual allotment, Alaska is permitted to share in the discretionary 
fund, additional money would be available for necessary airport 
projects required in the interest of safety. 

The Federal Aviation Agency would therefore recommend that see- 
tion 6(b)(2) of the Federal Airport Act be amended as follows: 

1. Wherever the words ‘‘several States” appear add the words “and 
Alaska.”’ 

2. In the first sentence delete the words “regardless of the States 
in which they are located’”’ and substitute in leu thereof the words 
“regardless of the location of such projects”. 

The Administrator of this Agency would insure that with respect 
to those projects in Alaska which were financed out of the diseretion- 
ary fund, Alaska would be treated as a State, and he would apply the 
formula provided for in section 10(b) of the Federal Airport Act as a 
matter of policy. This formula, Mr. Chairman, provides for a dis- 
tribution of 62.5 percent of Federal funds, and 37.5 percent of match- 
ing funds as applied to Alaska. Thus, for the purpose of sharing in 
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the discretionary fund, Alaska would be, for all practical purposes, a 
State. 

The Federal Aviation Agency is aware of the tremendous need which 
Alaska has for additional airport facilities. This need is based on 
important considerations of safety. At the same time, the needs of 
the other 48 States cannot be overlooked. 

If the amendment which I recommended is adopted, Alaska will 
receive money to meet its urgent needs out of the discretionary fund, 
The Administrator will be in a position to insure that such money is 
used to meet these needs, and he will also require that Alaska be treated 
like other States in matching the Federal funds advanced. Alaska 
will also retain the advantage of having its share of project costs 
financed out of the $1,350,000 already authorized remain at 25 percent. 

It is strongly urged that the foregoing amendment receive favorable 
consideration by the Congress. 

The Bureau of the Budget has indicated that passage of legislation 
with the foregoing amendment as recommended by the Federal Avia- 
tion Agency would be in accordance with the program of the President. 

The appendix shows the apportionment, by States, of Public Law 
86-72 and as amended by S. 2208. 

(The appendix follows:) 


Stale apportionment 


| | 
States Public Law| S. 2208 | States |Public Law| 8S. 2208 
| | 86-72 


$806, 085 || Nevada..........--.--- $827,050 | $726, 787 

1 1, 350, 000 3, 743, 767 || New Hampshire...----.-- 147, 216 141, 775 

Bs 5665 5cb wo Sdewindd 939, 544 839, 597 || New Jersey....-...-..------ 781, 667 802, 031 
Arkansas 670, 938 633, 341 || New Mexico......---..--- 985, 691 878, 250 
California ‘ 2, 734, 099 2, 649, 830 || New York.......-...--...| 2, 606, 233 2, 642, 383 
Colorado ‘ 955, 269 867, 486 || North Carolina...-...--.-- 989, 458 964, 635 
Connecticut 340, 256 | 346, 723 Nortn Dakota............ 605, 945 544, 833 
Delaware A 64, 980 6608 Bh O8. ee csnnncson 3c}! 2K WO) 1, 516, 037 
120, 271 124, 835 Co | 841, 462 790, 341 

851, 856 i A eee 932, 127 852, 083 

942, 419 908, 348 || Pennsylvania.............| 1, 902, 130 1, 920, 510 

694, 985 621, 894 Rhode Island.....-.._-- 127, 157 130, 601 

, 721, 651 1, 718, 876 || South Carolina._-.....--.- 542, 723 526, 380 

852, 738 | 842,001 || South Dakota.-....___- 657, 256 590, 494 

800, 327 | Tomes th ememnennes... . «66-00 <06-- 798, 404 778, 721 

882, 263 ce Oo .| 3,093, 777 2, 893, 530 

733, 174 | 713, 182 GLEL On iceccbacmcnes 719, 824 646, 067 

760, 599 | Jan cae ti Vermont. ...........:.... 126, 216 119, 598 

Maine.___- 385, 768 4. | ae 803, 025 783, 422 
tS od daca 439, 214 441, 465 || Washington. __._.._._.._- 868, 070 817, 176 
Massachusetts_.........-- 767, 282 785, 899 || West Virginia. .........-- 475, 132 464, 565 
Michigan J , 654, 594 1, 602, 744 Wisconsin ; | 993, 906 953, 104 
Minnesota - , 072, 185 1, 010, 408 er: — 754, 789 666, 837 
Mississippi : 676, 053 644, 434 | ——___—_—— 
1, 096, 682 1, 055, 713 hn fia 45, 000, 000 46, 778, 250 

Montana. . 1, 157, 301 1, 026, 023 || Discretionary fund_..-..._| 15, 000, 000 15, 592, 750 
PePeedeo  doedkcksace 759, 013 695, 967 








1 This amount is specifically authorized for Alaska and is not part of the State allotments, 


Senator Monroney. As I gather, under this table which you are 
inserting, some 40 States would suffer a reduction in their State 
apportionment if the bill, S. 2208, were passed. 

Mr. Prue. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Even though you had increased the amount 
by the sum necessary to account for Alaska’s State apportionment 
because of its population, because of its land area? 

Mr. Pye. That is as I understand it. 
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Senator Monroney. The table that I have, that the staff has pre- 

ared, agrees with that in that it analyzes the amounts that would 
be required to bring this up to the full amount that the 48 States 
are now receiving, which of course was the purpose of the extension 
when we ran into the insurmountable difficulties and were unable to 
work out in conference between the two Houses a satisfactory formula 
for all the many phases of the bill, S. 1. 

From a practical standpoint, this will also allow Hawaii, which 
becomes a State, to continue with the allocation which it has received 
in the past under the old bill; will it not? 

Mr. Pyte. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. If this had not provided for treatment of 
Hawaii as it had formerly been treated, Hawaii would have suffered 
a great reduction in its former airport funds. 

Mr. Pyte. It is our understanding that that is correct. 

Senator Monroney. More than an 80 percent reduction if the 
State formula were applied to Hawaii because of its small land mass. 
The islands are separated by water for which you receive no credit 
in your airport formula. 

Mr. Pyte. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. I would like to insert as a part of the record 
a staff report on the relative costs of bringing Alaska up to its full 
amount without affecting disadvantageously the amounts allocated 
to other States. 

The summary of it is: 

Of the 48 States, Nevada has the lowest population density and therefore 
would suffer the most relatively by inciusion of Alaska within the formula. In 
order to be sure that Nevada’s present allotment of $827,050 is not cut back, 
it would be necessary to increase the section 5(a) fund from $60 million to $71 
million. This, of course, would resu!t in each of the other States receiving more 
than at present. The approximate figures are: a 48-State share of $49 million 
(as compared with the present $45 million), an Alaska share of $4,262,000, and 
a discretionary fund of $17,750,000 (as compared with the present $15 million). 


JuLy 1, 1959. 
To: Senators Monroney, Bartlett, and Gruening. 

From: John W. Black, Aviation Subcommittee staff. 

Re: State allotments under S. 2208. 


As explained by Senator Gruening on its introduction, S. 2208 seeks to amend 
the Federal Airport Act to treat Alaska on the same basis as the other 48 States in 
the apportionment of funds, but not at the expense of decreasing the present 
allotment to the other States. 

At the present time Alaska is given a fixed amount of $1,350,000 as a special 
area under section 5(b) of the act. However, if treated on an equal basis with the 
other States, its share would be substantially higher—$3!4 to $4 million. This is 
beeause of the effect of Alaska’s large area on calculations under the area/popula- 
tion formula which is used to determine the allotment to each State under section 
i(a). Thus, if the purpose of 8. 2208 is to be fulfilled, the amount of money to be 
added to the present 5(a) fund of $60 million must be substantially greater than 
what is now provided for in the bill. 

: The effect of increasing the $60 million, section 5(a) fund, by various amounts 
is Summarized as follows: 


1. An increase of $1,350,000—keeping the total authorization at $63 million—would 
mean substantially less money for the 48 States 


A simple transfer of Alaska’s present allotment under section 5(b) to the 
section 5(a) fund would not result in any increase in the total amount of money 
authorized under the act. However, as the amount Alaska would draw from the 
5(a) fund is substantially greater than this added amount, most of the other 48 
tates would receive less money from that fund than at present. 
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2. An increase of $2,371,000—provided for in 8S, 2208—would still mean less money 
for the 48 States 
5. 2208 apparently seeks to provide Alaska with the same amount as it would 
have received under the original House formula—$3,721,000. However, as the 
5(a) fund is increased by only $2,371,000 it is obvious that the balance of Alaska’s 
share out of that fund, together with a proportionate amount of added disere. 
tionary money, would have to be subtracted from the present allotment to the 
other 48 States. 


3. An increase of $5,250,000 would be required to give the 48 States, cumulatively, 
the same amount as they now receive under the act : 

Under the act 25 percent of the section 5(a) money is allocated to the Ad- 
minstrator’s discretionary fund. The balance, $45 million, is available for allot- 
ment to the 48 States. 

According to FAA statisticians, in order to assure that the 48 States together 
would continue to receive at least $45 million under a 49 State formula, it would 
be necessary to increase the 5(a) fund from $60 million to $65,250,000. This 
would result in a 48 State share of $45,020,924, an Alaska share of $3,916,576, and 
a discretionary fund balance of $16,312,500. 

Because of the mathematics involved in the area/population calculation, the 
addition of Alaska will also involve a change in the relative proportion of 5(a) 
funds which each of the other 48 States now receive. Generally speaking States 
with a large area and a smaller population will lose ground, whereas States with a 
high population density will gain. Thus, with this amount added to the 5(a) 
fund, although the total amount going to the 48 States would remain unchanged, 
amounts going to each of the individual States would be either increased or 
decreased. For example, the Massachusetts share would be increased from 
$767,000 to $822,000, while Nevada’s share would be decreased from $827,000 to 
$760,000. 


4. An increase of $11 million would be required to assure that no single State will 
lose money by shifting to a 49 State formula 

Of the 48 States, Nevada has the lowest population density and, therefore, 
would suffer the most, relatively, by the inclusion of Alaska within the formula 
In order to assure that Nevada’s present allotment of $827,050 is not cut back, 
it would be necessary to increase the section 5(a) fund from $60 million to $71 
million. This, of course, would result in each of the other States receiving more 
than at present. The approximate figures are: A 48 State share of $49 million 
(as compared with the present $45 million), an Alaska share of $4,262,000, and a 
discretionary fund of $17,750,000 (as compared with the present $15 million). 

Attached is a summary chart showing the result of each of these allocation 
plans. 

Query: Is the President, who supports equal treatment for Alaska, prepared to 
approve the extra funds necessary to assure that none of the other States will 
thereby suffer through smaller allocations? 


Summary table of possible allocation plans 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Sec. 5(a) funds | 
See. 5(b) | 


funds, | Total 
Discre- special funds 
48 States Alaska Nevada tionary Total areas 
fund 

Present law $45, 000 | $1, 350 $827 $15, 000 $60, 000 $3, 000 $63, 000 
Transfer of Alaska funds $2, 331 3, 682 715 | 15, 337 61, 350 1,650 | 63, 000 
5. 2208 43, 034 3,744 727 15, 593 62, 371 1,650 64, 021 
No loss to 48 States 45, 021 | 3, 917 760 16, 312 65, 250 1, 650 | 66, 900 
No loss to any one State 48, 988 4, 262 827 17, 750 71, 000 1,650 | 72, 650 


! Included in special areas fund. 


It seems we would unhinge the whole formula, and the allotments 
to 48 of the 49 States would have to be increased to take care of all 
the difficulties which a change in formula at this time would cause. 
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The proposal you make would to some effect diminish the dis- 
cretionary funds for which the States have been eligible in the past 
by including Alaska as having a right to share in it. That would be 
a change of a minor degree, and would be on a basis which, for emer- 
gency or vitally necessary work that the Federal Aviation Adminis- 
trator finds, is in keeping with the Federal airport program. Is that 
not correct? 

Mr. Pyux. That is correct. 

Senator Monronery. That is one of the reasons for the discretionary 
fund, so that these funds are available where the work is most needed. 
And even though those discretionary funds are available for all the 
States, priority will go to those where you find it most vital to invest 
that limited amount, the 25 percent of the $60 million. 

Mr. Pyue. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. It would be your purpose to do that, and the 
inclusion of whatever fuads are necessary for Alaska as she establishes 
her airport system up to Federal standards would be just the same as 
Oklahoma, Nevada, or Minnesota being given a share in the dis- 
cretionary funds, not because of size or population, but because of 
a project’s importance in the Federal airport system. 

Mr. Pye. And in order to meet, Mr. Chairman, if I might add, 
urgent safety requirements that we know are a very definite factor in 
this situation. 

Senator Monroney. The President has of course very definitely 
told us in his statement that one other feature of the bill requires 
prompt corrective action by the Congress, quoting him: 

Because Alaska is treated as a Territory under the bill it would be entitled to 
jess than half the funds it should receive as a State. 

How does your recommendation square with the President’s statement 
that Alaska should be treated as a State and restore half of the funds 
we cut out, as he said, of her State allocation? 

Mr. Pyie. Mr. Chairman, our suggestion or recommendation is an 
interim solution in that it makes discretionary moneys, funds, avail- 
able to Alaska as if it were a State. To this extent we are consistent 
with the President’s recommendation. 

Senator Monroney. This doesn’t restore the half the President 
said we cheated Alaska out of? 

Mr. Pyuer. No, sir; it would not. We couldn’t guarantee that. 

Senator Monroney. We could do that, and the chairman would 
be very happy to do that if the administration would come in and 
recommend an $11 million increase which would be required to treat 
Alaska just as another State and still provide for not diminishing any 
of the funds for the other 48 States. But vou don’t believe the 
President would stand for another $11 million? 

Mr. Pyur. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. This has been cieared by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Mr. Pye. It has. The Bureau of the Budget particivated in all 
the conferences that we had in preparing this position. This seemed, 
both to ourselves and to the Bureau of the Budget, the most practical 
solution, without having to come back to the Congress and asking for 
more funds. 
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Senator Monroney. Let me ask you another thing: If we are 
going to do this for Alaska, include Alaska in the discretionar y fund; 
what would be the attitude of the administration in making our other 
new State, Hawaii, eligible for a share of the dise retionary funds as 
well? 

In other words, Why should we not anticipate the fact that Alaska, 
having become a ‘State, and Hawaii which is in a transitory situation 
at the 1 monent, should both be eligible for inclusion in the discretionary 
fund, so that next year we won’t have a squawk from Hawaii that 
they are being discriminated against although they are a State? 

Mr. Pyue. I feel, Mr. Chairman, that Hawaii should receive the 
same consideration as the State of Alaska. I don’t think we can 
discriminate in favor of one as against the other. From a practical 
standpoint we have not analyzed this particular situation. 

Senator Monronry. Your statement is that we would need to 
add Hawaii in this amendment; would we not? 

Mr. Py te. I think so. 

Senator Monronry. On page 5, at the bottom of the page, you 
would say” recommend that section 6(b)(2) of the Federal Airport Act 
be amended as follows: whenever the words ‘several States’ appear 
add the words ‘Alaska and Hawaii.’ ”’ 

Mr. Prue. This would do it. 

Senator Monronety. You feel that would be satisfactory to the 
administration? 

Mr. Pyte. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. | feel it would. This act is only stopgap 
legislation anyway. 

We feel certain that under a new administration a more realistic 
appraisal of our airport needs will transpire, and legislation will be 
supported to meet these needs. For that reason I would like to at 
least have this bill include both of our new States on the same footing 
so that we would not only not be discriminating against the new 
States but we would not be accused of discriminating as between 
the two new States. 

Senator Bartlett? 

Senator Bartriutr. I have only one thought in connection with 
your suggestion, Mr. Chairman. I, too, want to do what is proper 
for Hawaii. But I have a rather vivid recollection a year or two 
ago of a surplus property extension bill relating to Alaska which was 
before the House. Hawaii was added over there. When it came 
to the Senate committee, we learned the administration didn’t favor 
the inclusion of Hawaii and the bill didn’t get anywhere. 

I would want to be sure that the administration and the Bureau 
of the Budget approve the inclusion of Hawaii before this further 
amendment were adopted, Mr. Chairman, because I know of no such 
circumstances in Hawaii as relate to Alaska now in the aviation field. 
If it can be done with the blessing of the administration, surely I am 
all for it. But I would like that added precaution to be taken. 

Senator Monroney. Representing 1 of the 48 States whose dis- 
cretionary funds will be diminished slightly by this amendment, I feel 
that I do wish to yield to Alaska whatever is necessary. I also feel 
that we should put Hawaii in the same category in this regard if we 
go along with the administration. And until we receive subsequent 
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word, since we are proposing a modification to include Hawaii, before 
the subcommittee meets we will try to have a letter from the admin- 
istration specifically commenting on such a proposed amendment. 
We don’t want to pass a bill and then find we invite another one of 
the many vetoes we are getting because we have given Hawaii dis- 
eretionary fund eligibility as well. 

Senator Bartietrr. I have that concern because Alaska is a State 
and Hawaii is about to become one. 

Mr. Pyle, you wouldn’t say that if your proposed amendment were 
adopted in lieu of the bill before us that Alaska would be receiving 
preferential treatment, would you, under the Federal Airport Act? 

Mr. Pyte. If our amendment were— 

Senator Bart.ierr. Substituted— 

Mr. Pyus. That Alaska would not get preferential treatment? No. 
Alaska would not get preferential treatment. We would have to 
evaluate the overall requirements from an aviation standpoint. 
Alaska would get very definitely equal treatment, equal consideration 
from the standpoint of its requirements. 

Senator Barrier. I didn’t phrase my question correctly perhaps. 
I meant from the standpoint of the overall Federal Airport Act 
Alaska wouldn’t have equality of treatment with the other United 
States even if your amendment is agreed to, would it? In other 
words, it wouldn’t be treated as the other 48 States? 

Mr. Pye. No; it would not insofar as State apportionment funds, 
Senator, it would not. 

Senator Bartierr. Of course if the amendment is agreed to, you 
are given no guarantees, naturally, that Alaska will receive any 
preferential treatment. It would depend upon the needs there, the 
safety needs and other needs in relation to the needs of the United 
States. 

Mr. Pye. That is correct. 

Senator BarrLetr. Would you agree with me, Mr. Pyle, that avi- 
ation as a form of transportation, has a uniqueness in Alaska perhans 
not duplicated in any other State? 

Mr. Pye. Yes; I certainly would. 

Senator BartLetr. More dependence is placed upon aviation there 
as a form of mass transportation, would you not say, than in any 
other State? 

Mr. Pye. Absolutely. 

Senator Bartierr. And this because there is no American flag 
passenger service, maritime service, and because of the limited road 
system? 

Mr. Pyue. I think it is a result of both, Senator. From my 
observation, personal observation in Alaska, it is very obvious that 
the airplane must meet the transportation needs of the community, 
and it is the only practical way to meet them. 

Senator BarrLerr. Between many, if not most Alaska communi- 
ties, the traveler goes by air or he does not go; is that correct? 

Mr. Pye. | understand this is the case. 

Senator Barrett. A very special situation is created there by the 
existence of these two so-called international airports at Fairbanks 
and Anchorage; is that correct? 

Mr. Pyxe. That is correct. 


43336—59——-3 
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Senator BartLerr. And those airports were built by the Federal] 
Government and have been operated by the Federal Government 
until July 1 of this year? 

Mr. Pye. Yes 

Senator BarrLetrr. And they were the only two airports in the 
United States that were so built and operated outside of Washington 
National Airport? 

Mr. Pyue. Regarding. large airports, this is basically correct, 
Senator. We have of course the intermediate landing fields and other 
fields in Alaska. 

Senator BarrLerr. Yes; but those are only the large ones? 

Mr. Prue. That is right. 

Senator Bartterr. Those airports have been turned over to the 
State of Alaska as of July 1; is that right? 

Mr. Prue. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartuetr. And the Federal Aviation Ageney has or is 
about to turn over about 17 other airports in the State to the State 
government? 

Mr. Prue. Mr. Tippets would answer that. 

Mr. Trppets. The negotiations are underway to transfer what we 
have previously called 17 emergency or intermediate landing fields 
at outlying locations in Alaska. They are likewise being transferred 
to Alaska as a part of the network of airports for the State of Alaska. 

Senator BartLetrr. And some of those are quite large, too. 

Mr. Tippers. They are quite large in terms of runway length. 
They all serve small communities. 

Senator Bartietr. Mr. Pyle, an urgency of need for airport work 
at Fairbanks and Anchorage relates to the fact that international 
carriers go through Alaska, to and from Asia and Europe, and they 
will soon be using jet aircraft, and there is a comparative need for 
extension of the runways at both those cities. 

Mr. Pyte. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Barrierr. If I understand you correctly, Mr. Pyle, it is 
that your proposal for an amendment to be substituted for the bill 
before the committee does not necessarily meet all of the suggestions 
made by the President in writing the message which he sent with the 
signing of the Federal Airport Act extension, but as a practical matter 
the FAA and the Bureau of the Budget feel that this is the best way 
of taking care of the situation on a temporary basis. 

Mr. Prue. This is an interim solution, Senator, and I think you 
stated it correctly. This, as a practical matter, is the best way of 
getting this job done and getting it done quickly. 

Senator Bart terr. Thank you, Mr. Pyle. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Pyle, for your 
helpful testimony. Before you leave I would like to bring up one 
extraneous matter. I see by the paper this morning that in the 
emergency landing of a 707 jet plane at Idlewild there was some 
danger, with people swarming on the runway and getting in the way 
of this emergency landing, which could have endange red the lives of 
the passengers and of flight crew. Fortunately there was no injury. 

What is the Federal Aviation Agency doing with regard to fire- 
fighting equipment? Is it adequate on the airports that are handling 
particularly large volumes of traffic and extra large planes with tre- 
mendous numbers of passengers? I think we have a different type of 
problem than we had in the DC-3 days, or even in the DC-—6 days. 
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I wish you would tell the committee—this is aside from the Alaska 
matter—and we would like to get some information on it before you 
leave. 

Mr. Pyus. Let me say there are two important factors. When I 

read the account this morning I was disturbed and I am trying to 
find out what was going on whereby so many people were permitted 
to get out there in the landing area where, according to the newspaper 
account at least, they were a nuisance. This is not good management. 
Whether it is the responsibility of the operator of the airport or our- 
selves, the way this thing got out of hand, I don’t know. 

Senator Monroney. It does have an effect on aviation safety. 
Even though Idlewild is under the New York Port Authority the lack 
of control of the crowds in an emergency could endanger the lives of 
the air passengers. 

Mr. Pye. This is correct, and that is why it is up to us to look into 
this problem. 

The second factor, with respect to firefighting, I think, is an im- 
portant area—in fact we have alres idy discussed this; it was brought 
to our attention in a constructive manner by the Airline Pilots Asso- 
ciation, and this is an area we have got to look into: (@) As to the 
setting of standards, what constitutes proper equipment on the part 
of the airport operator; and (6), does he live up to these standards? 
This is an area that our agency must look into, and forthwith. 

Senator Monronry. And the placement of that equipment and the 
caring for it is also an item properly accountable in our Federal airport 
system; is it not? 

Mr. Pyte. And the training of personnel is an extremely important 
item. 

Senator Monronny. Do you have anything to do with the certifi- 
eating of firefighters or the qualities of the men employed, or their 
competence? 

Mr. Pyie. Not at this time, Mr. Chairman. But we do have of 
course, thanks to the Federal Aviation Act, the rulemaking authority. 
This may well be an area in which we may want to get into a regu- 
lation. 

Senator Monroney. As these planes get heavier and heavier, and 
their landing speeds increase, then there is a need for more perfect 
firefighting systems. 

Mr. Pyur. Very definitely. Our exposure increases in direct pro- 
portion, perhaps more than in direct proportion, or in proportion to 
the amount of fuel, the size of the airplane, and number of passengers. 

Senator Monronry. That would not only go to the competence, 
the location, the quality of the men who fight the fires, their equip- 
ment, and this foamite, or whatever it is they use, and other things in 
quantity being on hand, it would also include the policing of the field 
in the event of an emergency, would it not? Huge swarms of people 
breaking out of control, getting out on the flying field when it is under 
an emergency condition, could very definitely lead not only to en- 
dangering the lives of the people in the air, but no one knows which 
way a plane i is going to bounce if it comes down with a few of its 
wheels missing. 

Mr. Pyie. That is quite correct. And I think, Mr. Chairman, it 
is important that we realize that the first few seconds are really the 
vital seconds to prevent something from ever getting started. This 
is the area we have to direct our attention to. 
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Senator Monroney. The first 5 seconds when the plane touches 
the runway and before it is stabilized by the pilot or rolls to a stop 
or makes a belly landing is certainly the critical time for the pas. 
sengers. Beyond that, you may not only have 150 passengers aboard 
the plane, but you may easily have five or six hundred other people 
whose lives may be endangered, plus the fact that the firefighting 
equipment may not be able to break through the long lines of television 
equipment, cables, and things of that kind, with the men waiting 
to broadcast a picture. 

Is there anyone from your office filing a report on Idlewild on just 
what happened? 

Mr. Pyute. No. My answer has to be “‘no”’ at the moment, but I 
am going to get a report to see what the situation is, Mr. Chairman, 
I agree with you, in the newspaper accounts it doesn’t sound like it 
was a very safe situation. 

Senator Monroney. And it would be within your rulemaking 
authority to provide for the exclusion of all persons excepting those 
having direct business in the landing area? 

Mr. Prue. I would ask counsel to answer that. 

Mr. Coxer. Yes, sir. We could provide regulations which would 
be directed toward certification of an airport for use by a carrier, 
This would require the airport operator to meet certain requirements 
before we could certificate an airport for use. However, the responsi- 
bility for the enforcement of these regulations governing conduct on 
the airport would remain in the owner of the airport. 

I believe we can do what you are asking, though, in that that there 
would be no certification for the airport until the operator meets 
certain requirements so far as equipment and conduct of the airport 
is concerned. 

Mr. Pyue. And the ability to control access to the landing area. 
I think this is the point you make. 

Senator Monroney. It wouldn’t necessarily require, as I see it, a 

erpetual group of policemen, but only access to municipal authorities 
agreement in the event of emergency, for a call on the police of the 
community to implement the normal airport staffs in order to prevent 
the overcrowding of these critical areas in time of emergency. I think 
that would be something that would be subject to the rule making 
authority. 

Under the Federal Airport Act you can now match funds for build- 
ing of fire stations at different places on the field where they are neces- 
sary for rescue equipment and for things of that kind, can you not? 

Mr. Pyue. Mr. Chairman, I think this would come under language 
in the act where the Administrator may determine what is essential 
to the safety of the operations. I think in this area there is provision 
for that type of structure. However, we would not, in my opinion, 
be wise to build a fire station that is off the field, back of the landing 
area, to Meet requirements of terminal buildings and other things. 

Senator Monroney. In some of these places, I have noticed in 
many airports, the firefighting equipment is grouped right near the 
terminal building and the point of touchdown of the planes in a nor- 
mal wind direction may be 2 miles away at that point and it would 
require a 2-mile run to get out there. Of course on a call of emer- 
gency they are usually stationed at that end of the field if they know 
the lane is coming in. You do have that authority? 


y 





FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT—ALASKA 17 


Mr. Py.e. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bartlett, do you have any further 
questions? 

Senator BartLetr. No; but I think it is well that this subject was 
opened. It is going to be of very grave concern if this sort of thing 
continues in the event of a bad accident. <A lot of people can be 
killed. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Pyle, for your 
comment. 

Are there any other witnesses who wish to be heard? 

I see Mr. Joseph Adams, executive director, Association of Local 
Transport Airlines. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL TRANSPORT AIRLINES 


Mr. Apams. Senator Monroney, Senator Bartlett, this committee 
has, during the past 2 years, graciously received testimony from myself 
on behalf of the Association of Local and Territorial Airlines. It is 
very fitting, I believe, this morning, in discussing 5S. 2208, which deals 
with Alaska, to indicate to this distinguished committee that with the 
statehood of Alaska and Hawaii the association has changed its name 
so that it now reads ‘‘The Association of Local Transport Airlines,” 
which, incidentally, I believe is even more descriptive of the type of 
operations of the member carriers than our previous name, although 
we were always sentimentally happy with the inclusion of the word 
“territorial’”’ in our name. 

Senator BartT.Lerr. Easier to write, too. 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir, Senator. 

Gentlemen, in speaking on S. 2208, I represent the four of our 
Alaskan carriers: Reeve Aleutian, Northern Consolidated, Alaska 
Airlines, and Wien Alaska. 

With the committee’s permission, and the broadening of the testi- 
mony this morning to the possibly inclusion of the State of Hawaii, 
Irepresent two carriers in that new State; namely, Aloha and Hawaiian 
Airlines. 

This will be a brief statement inasmuch as in previous testimony 
before this committee in support of S. 1, | explained some of the justifi- 
cation for the expenditure of these Federal funds in the improvement 
of airports, not only in the 48 States but in the then Territories. 

I should like to call to the committee’s attention the fact that in 
Alaska there are two types of operation at the present time; namely, 
bush-type operations and the regular airline operations. 

Of the nine certificated airlines in Alaska, eight are presently 
subsidized and, to the extent that this subsidy provides the daily 
service in Alaska, it is correct to say that the bush-type operations 
are the more expensive in relation to the service rendered than the 
normal certificated route operation. 

With the improvement of the airports in Alaska it is natural that 
more of the communities can be served by larger type aircraft. As 
each community is served by larger type aircraft the overall operating 
cost. or the break-even need that makes up the subsidy will be con- 
siderably reduced. So to the extent that these airports are consist- 
ently improved in Alaska, to the extent that what are now bush-pilot 
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operations are up-graded to be certificated route operations, there will 
be a lessening in the requirements of subsidy. 

I believe that is one of the principal points that should be made in 
connection with the support of S. 2208. However, I also would like 
to touch on the fact that Alaska, as Senator Bartlett and yourself 
have indicated, is truly a distinct field of operation for air transport. 
There is probably no community, Territory, State in the world where 
civil aviation has made as consistent and as great a contribution in 
the last 20 vears as in the State of Alaska. 

This is in regard to civil development. On top of this, of course, 
there is a military and defense element which is not being discussed 
this morning, but of necessity is consistent with the development of 
civil aviation. 

I would like to make one statement that has been a part of previ- 
ous testimony. This is a quote from the testimony of Reeve Aleutian 
Airlines operating from Anchorage, Mr. Robert C. Reeve. I had pre- 
viously testified in favor of S. 1, but I believe that this quotation 
should be lifted from that testimony for your study at this time: 

This airport sid bill will be of very great aid to the residents over our route 
who live in the most isolated area under the American flag. Only a few of the 
residential communities we serve have airports. Yet these communities con- 
tribute an average of $12 million a year to the national wealth from their fisheries. 
Federal airport aid has already contributed greatly to the well-being of Sandpoint 
and Shumagins with participating funds in 1957 construction. Chignik, King 
Cove, and False Pass also require similar airfields. These communities will 
never reach their proper degree of growth and participation in the benefits of the 
outside world until they have airfields, 


This, of course, is true of all other isolated areas of Alaska. So, on 
behalf of the Association of Local Transport Airlines and its members 


that will be favorably affected by the enactment of S. 2208, both in 
the State of Alaska and the new State of Hawaii, I respectfully urge 
your heartiest consideration and earliest passage. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much for your helpful testi- 
mony. 

You mentioned Reeve Aleutian. Is it not a fact that since the 
Navy mail and carriage of Navy personnel has been placed on com- 
mercial planes instead of requiring Government service, that Reeve 
Aleutian is now off subsidy? 

Mr. Apams. Senator, that is correct. It is a most significant fact 
going again to the work of this committee in the past one or two ses- 
sions. I speak now about the efforts that this committee has ex- 
pended on the study of MATS and the transfer of this tvpe of traffic 
from the Government to civilian control. 

You have, in Reeve Aleutian Airways, the outstanding example, 
probably in the world, of a result of this committee’s action. You 
have in the case of Reeve Aleutian lifted this carrier—and it is the 
only one in its category in Alaska—from a subsidy-mail rate to a 
service-mail rate. This has been possible due to the very transfer 
that you have mentioned. 

I consider it important to note at this time that this transfer, at 
least in my opinion, was the result largely of the efforts of this com- 
mittee along the lines of MATS traffic. 

Senator Monroney. Due to the action of this “ommittee also in 
the defense appropriation bill, which is on the floor today, a direct 
reference is made to the transportation of mail by subsidized planes 
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to Alaska. Where we are paying for empty space that should be 
utilized on a mail-carriage basis, perhaps first-class mail applying at 
a contract cargo rate, to further add income to these Alaskan carriers 
both from the mail and passengers carried. ‘Today of course this is 
being overflown by MATS routes and we are paying for that as well 
as for the semiempty planes that are flying similar routes in the 
Alaskan system. 

Mr. Apams. Senator, to the extent that any surface mail, at what- 
ever reasonable rate is fixed, can be transferred from surface-type 
transportation to subsidized carriers, you will have just that direct 
a reduction in the present subsidy pay, plus you will have a public 
interest factor that you, of course, have foremost at all times, and that 
is that people will receive this mail in days where they now receive 
it in weeks. 

So any time we have a transfer of the carriage of mail from a surface 
form to an air form, we speed up the economic efficiency of the com- 
munity and the individuals affected; we give the persons better 
service in their personal mail and, if it is done under the conditions that 
you mentioned, it will also reduce the cost to the Federal Government, 
all of which items are in the public interest. 

Senator Monronery. Do you have any comment, Senator? 

Senator Bartiert. Colonel Adams, in the light of Mr. Pyle’s 
testimony, when he offered this substitute for 5S. 2208 and said at 
that time administration would not approve authorization of $11 
million additional which would be required if Alaska is to be treated 
as a State, would you agree to his proposed amendment that Alaska 
be included in the discretionary funds? 

Mr. Apams. How Alaska is treated technically to furnish it with 
the funds that it needs, I think, is more a matter for the committee’s 
consideration. I would comment on the fact that the administration 
would be unwilling to increase the total amount of the bill by 
$11 million. 

I have previously given testimony before this committee and I 
feel that the sum of $11 million or the sums originally considered in the 
airport bill were adequate and proper in the national defense and 
civil economy of the country and should have been voted, or they 
were voted but should have been provided. However, I am only 
supporting what you as a committee feel is the most efficient way to 
accomplish this assistance to Alaska. 

Senator BartTLerr. You see then a very practical and real need for 
Alaska to have at least the opportunity to secure additional funds 
for needed airport work? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, Senator. It is vital. Having been to Alaska 
twice in the last 9 months, I can say firsthand that the influx of 
tourists, the influx of people seeking new business opportunities in 
Alaska, is almost unbelievable. At the present time, in making 
arrangements for a meeting of our association in both Fairbanks and 
Anchorage, we find that it is almost impossible to obtain any type of 
shelter. 

In other words, Alaska is bursting at the seams. To the extent 
that American citizens, domestic citizens, previously had not noticed 
the development in Alaska, to the extent that they can be given an 
opportunity to go to Alaska and invest in Alaska, everyone stands to 
gain. 
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Senator BartLetr. You mentioned, as I recall, that the Alaskan 
carriers improve the type of aircraft they use as the airports are 
improved. 

A splendid example of that relates to the fact that two of the mem- 
bers of your association—Northern Consolidated and Wien—recently 
acquired Fairchild prop-jet planes. ’ 

Mr. Apams. Yes, Senator. They have indicated the same manage- 
ment initiative that distinguished those managements when they 
were the famed bush pilots of Alaska. And they are giving to Alaska 
this latest type turboprop equipment. 

And, incidentally, it is hoped that that improvement will reduce 
the subsidy. 

In the case of one of those carriers it is true that at the end of their 
lines their fuel bill for fuel oil, for keeping the engines warm overnight 
in the winter operations, totals something in excess of $75,000 a year, 
That was one item. 

Of course that is a necessity in that type operation. Whereas with 
turbine-powered aircraft you can eliminate that cost completely. 
That is just one example of the imagination and the resourcefulness 
of these Alaskan operators. 

Senator Bartierr. They move ahead as rapidly as they can? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, sir. In fact, Senator, they have been ahead of 
most civil operators for many years in the past. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you very muc h. 

Senator Monroney. You are well aware of the President’s criticism 
in signing the modified airport bill, the statement from the White 
House on June 29, 1959, and | quote the President: 

One other feature of the bill requires prompt corrective action by the Congress. 
Because Alaska is treated as a Territory under the bill it will be entitled to less 
than half of the funds it should receive as a State. 

That was the President’s statement. 

In answer to that, the distinguished Senators from Alaske, Senator 
Gruening and Senator Bartlett, introduced a bill, S. 2208, which 
would have done so. The money provided in the bill would not have 
been enough to have them treated as a State without requiring an 
increase of $11 million in the total funds in order to avoid reducing the 
funds that the other 48 States have. 

But now I would like to call attention to the position of the President 
through his Federal Aviation Agency, and through the Budget Bureau. 
On page 4 of Mr. Pyles’ statement he says: 

In other words, the Federal Aviation Agency does not feel that the $63 million 
total figure should be raised and therefore opposes the enactment of 5. 2208. 

In other words, we are not talking necessarily about the $11 million 
which would have been required to have Alaska treated as a State 
without reducing the allocations to the other States, but rather the 
fact that the administration opposes any increase. 

So the only way to treat Alaska as a State, which the President 
requested be done, would have been to cut back all the other States 
in their allocations. 

The present bill does increase the fund. This would result, reading 
from page 1 of the statement: 

This would result in an additional outlay of $1,021,000 in Federal funds in aid 
to airports. 
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The President’s idea of treating Alaska as a full State, does not 
square with his testimony from the Federal Aviation Agency today 
to the extent that he opposes even an increase of $1,021,000 to keep 
from reducing the other States’ allocations. So actually the only thing 
that this committee can consider in the light of the veto rule that the 
President seems to impose on legislation is that we allow Alaska, and 
perhaps Hawaii, to share in the discretionary fund. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Apvams. I am sure, Mr. Chairman, that your committee will 
pursue a course which will guarantee the relief that Alaska and Hawaii 
need. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Chairman, I might say that when I intro- 
duced S. 2208 for Senator Gruening and myself, it was at a time when 
I was in a state of comparative innocence, and had the notion that 
merely adding the « dollars which Alaska needed would solve the 
situation. 

Soon thereafter, and continuously since then, I have been lost in a 
sea of formulas, or maybe since we are dealing with aviation I should 
say a cloud of formulas. 

We come to the point, as expressed by Mr. Pyle this morning, that 
$11 million would be required to do the job. 

Mr. Pyle also told us that the administration would not submit to 
that. As a very practical matter, because we do not want to indulge 
in useless legislative endeavors, we have to, I should think, seek a 
solution by other means. 

Senator Monroney. This is absolutely correct. The inadequacies 
of the bill the Congress finally passed, I think, are an illustration of 
not what this committee or the people who study the problem feel 
the country needs, but what we may be able to survive on by cutting 
corners and reducing the necessary work required in order to keep 
the program going until such time as the Congress can enact adequate 
legislation to adequately meet the need for a Federal airport system. 

That is the position this committee faced in its conference with the 
House. 

Do you want any legislation or do you not wish any? You cannot 
have the choice of an airport act as we felt and as the study showed we 
needed. 

We were forced to drop back, and the best place we could drop back 
to was to continue the program as it existed until such time as we could 
adequately meet the needs that were apparent to this committee, and 
to the Senate at the time of the passage of S. 1. 

Is there any further comment that you have to make, Mr. Adams? 

Mr. Apams. Yes, I have a comment that I made before. What 
has called it to my attention is your use of the word “survive” in the 
last few seconds. 

I pick up that word and relate it to my previous comments of 
survival as a nation and survival as people in view of possible atomic 
warfare. 

I honestly believe that these concrete slabs that are being built 
throughout the country under the Federal Aid Airport Act, and now in 
Hawaii and Alaska, are probably our best bastion of protection should 
there be an atomic holocaust. 

You can envision almost any type of structures being destroyed, 
bridges being destroyed, but when you come to these flat concrete 
slabs, they will still be there. 
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You will have the bases for your transportation net for retailiation, 
defense, and survival. I honestly believe that there is a greater con- 
cept of survival inherent in the increased construction of airports 
throughout this country than in almost any other activity that is 
being carried on under the name of civil defense at the present time. 

Senator Monroney. Jt is interesting to note that while the Presi- 
dent and his administration would not yield a single dollar above the 
$63 million total figure contained in the reduced bill, at the same time 
the administration is pushing as hard as it can to spend $75 million to 
repair, remodel, and enlarge one single airport adjacent to Washington, 
D.C.—Andrews Air Force Base. Yet here is a whole State on the 
frontier, Alaska, for which we cannot even afford $1 million or $11 
million to bring about a modernization of facilities to meet what the 
President said when he signed the bill and called attention to the faet 
that Alaska was not getting the funds it should be entitled to. 

You find that all over the country where runways are being dualed 
at terrific cost, with high-speed turnoffs where they are used for mili- 
tary flying, and vet the figures show that nearly 50 percent of the 
civilian airport traffic is in military traffic. 

It costs $12 million more to bring Andrews Air Force Base up to 
standards to accommodate the week-end traffic at Anacostia and Boll- 
ing, when they are moved there, than we are being allowed as Federal 
matching funds for the entire Federal aid to airport system for the 
whole 50. States. 

Something seems a bit inconsistent in this charge of expenditures 
when you analyze what the money being recommended in the Presi- 
dent’s budget and supported by the President amounts to. 

May I ask Senator Bartlett: No funds are being promised or even 
considered for your international airports that would have a vital 
part in any emergency in the transportation of people or cargo to the 
Far East, are there? 

Senator Bartierr. Oh, no. We are strictly on our own now as 
a State. 

Senator Monroney. Lots of States have National Guard planes on 
their field for Reserve flying and have received out of the military 
budgets large amounts, 5, 10, 15 million dollars for modernization, 

Senator Bartietr. The answer to that is very positively, no. But 
later on, Mr. Chairman, I am going to seek permission to introduce in 
the record testimony given by General Quesada. during pass ‘ration 
of the Alaska omnibus bill. In that statement he said, with reference 
to the airport at Anchorage: 

This handles approximately 200,000 passengers annuelly and serves about 
125,000 aircraft arrivals and departures, of which about 30,000 are air carriers, 
60,000 are military, and 35,000 are general-purpose aircraft 

That illustrates the points vou brought up. The largest single 
user of this civil airport at Anchorage is the milit ary, and the military 
does not contribute a dime to the upkeep or operation of the field. 

Senator Monroney. And the airport is not even permitted to 
charge the landing fees for the maintenance of the airport that are 
charged to the commercial or the private planes that land there. 

Senator Bartietrr. That is correct. The largest single user does 
not pay a penny in any form. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. 

Do you have any further comments? 
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Mr. Apams. That completes my comments. 

Senator Monroney. We appreciate your testimony very much, 
Colonel Adams. 

Our next witness is J. Donald Durand, vice president, Air Trans- 
port Association. 

We are happy to have you back before the committee and we wel- 
come your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF J. DONALD DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT 
GENERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


Mr. Duranp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Bartlett. 

Thank you for the promotion, Mr. Chairman, but I am not yet a 
vice president. 

Senator Monroney. This committee presumes to look ahead, sir. 

Mr. Duranp. Thank you, sir. The Air Transport Association, as 
the chairman and Senator Bartlett know, is composed of substantially 
all of the certificated airlines of the United States. 

Of our membership, 10 airlines are operators in Alaska or from the 
United States to Alaska. They are Alaska, Alaska Coastal, Cordova, 
Ellis, Northern Consolidated, Pacific Northern, Pan American, Reeve 
Aleutian, Wien, and Northwest. 

Mr. Chairman, having appeared before this committee some time 
ago, supporting a much larger airport program than that which is 
contained in Public Law 86-72, and having recognized from studies 
which the association has made with our Alaskan members the amount 
of money which Alaska would be entitled to under the law as extended 
for 2 years, that is, $1,350,000, we naturally support any legislation 
which would increase the amount of F ederal funds available to Alaska. 

The study which we made, which is a preliminary one only, indi- 
cates that looking only at the airports at which there is certificated 
service, 37 of them need major improvements. That does not take 
into account the many airports used by the bush pilots whose services 
are vital to Alaska, as are the scheduled airlines. 

So obviously $1,350,000 a year is not adequate. If we could write 
the amount that we wanted, certainly it would be considerably more 
than that, and certainly we would support legislation which would 
take care of Alaska without depriving the States, the historic 48 States, 
of funds which they need. 

So certainly if it could be done we would support the measure which 
would appropriate the $11 million additional figure which has been 
mentioned to this committee. It is pretty clear | think that not only 
would the administration not support such a bill but we have been 
advised by Mr. Pyle, speaking for the President, that the administra- 
tion would not even support S. 2208, which would be an additional 
appropriation annually for 2 years of only $1 million. 

So the question is, What can be done under this very stringent 
situation? 

I listened this morning to Deputy Administrator Pyles’ proposal 
which I understand to be that Alaska, for purposes of section 5 of the 
act, would remain a Territory, and thus would receive $1,350,000. 
But for purposes of section 6 the section would be amended to qualify 
Alaska and give Alaska access to the discretionary fund. 
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Since presumably the result would be to increase the share which 
Alaska would get, we support that compromise. However, since the 
discretionary fund, as presently written, in our view is inadequate 
right now for the historic 48 States, obviously any proposal that takes 
money from it is disadvantageous in the overall picture. 

We are not however opposing the compromise suggested by Mr, 
Pyle. But it should be recognized that the discretionary fund is 
inadequate now, and if you spread it even thinner, it is going to in- 
crease the inadequacies of the discretionary fund. But if the pro- 
posal made by Mr. Pyle this morning is the only one that the adminis- 
tration will support, and since it would have the effect of increasing 
sorely needed funds in Alaska, we support it as a temporary stopgap 
measure and we would hope that in the next Congress steps would be 
taken to put the program on a much more permanent and satisfactory 
basis. 

Senator Monroney. This does not necessarily mean that there 
would be more money taken from the discretionary fund but would 
only make Alaska and Hawaii eligible as to the priorities which, with 
the lesser funds that you have—Lord knows they are inadequate 
enough—it means that you have to divide fewer and fewer dollars 
among more children. That is the best I think that we will be per- 
mitted to do under this situation which the Congress faces. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, Senator. I would assume that since Alaska 
would be made eligible for discretionary funds, that some would be 
given or there would be no purpose in making the amendment. But 
I recognize there was no commitment here this morning as to how 
much would be allocated or if any would be allocated. 

Senator Monroney. It seems inconceivable to me that some money 
could not be secured from defense appropriation funds which seem to 
have adequate money for dual runways and to do a lot of other things 
in airports that are not nearly as important to the fighting, the cutting 
edge of our forces as some of these Alaskan airports are. 

But I am sure that if there is any money available, our very com- 
petent Alaskan Senators will find it and secure whatever additions 
they may be able to secure through defense allocations. 

Do you have any further questions, Senator? 

Senator Bartietr. No. I want to thank you for your excellent 
statement, Mr. Durand. 

Mr. Duranp. Thank you. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Durand. thank you very much for your 
appearance. 

Mr. Duranp. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Our friend, Mr. Thomas Burnard, the head of 
the Airport Operators Council, is here. 

Do you have a statement? 


STATEMENT OF E. THOMAS BURNARD, EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, AIRPORT OPERATORS COUNCIL 


Mr. Burnarp. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, I realize you are under 
pressure here on account of your quorum call. If you would prefer 
that I file a statement I can do that, or can give you a very brief one 
now. 

Senator Monroney. We are on notice that we must be there within 
5 minutes from that last call. If you would like to make a short 
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verbal statement of about a minute, and then supplement it with your 
other statement, that would suffice. 

Mr. Burnarp. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Monronry. We do not mean to .rush you, because you 
have always been so very helpful to us in the consideration of aviation 
matters. 

Mr. Burnarp. Thank you, sir. 

My name is E. Thomas Burnard. Iam the executive vice president 
of the Airport Operators Council. Our members represent the owners 
and operators of the airports that handle more than 75 percent of the 
domestic enplaned passengers of the United States as well as nearly 
100 percent of the enplaned international travel. 

First of all, I would like to express our sincere appreciation to the 
chairman and members of this committee for their very valiant efforts 
in a very difficult situation which were made on behalf of extending 
the Federal] Airport Act. 

We of course, like the members of this committee, regret that the 
other body and the White House did not see fit to go along with the 
amendment as passed by the Senate. 

When Public Law 86-72 was finally passed by the Congress and 
signed by the President, several statements were made to the effect 
that it was stopgap legislation; it was half-loaf legislation, and in 
effect it was status quo type of legislation, with an exception on the 
terminal building facilities. 

But the result of the veto by the President last year at the end of 
the last session of Congress and the 6 months it has taken to get it 
passed this session of Congress, has for all practical purposes lost to 
airport development almost this complete year. The White House 
just announced—or rather Mr. Quesada just announced on Friday 
that the fiscal 1960 money will not be programed—that is the an- 
nouncement of the program will not come out until November, and it 
normally should have been out Jast January. 

In effect we have lost a complete construction season in airport 
development. Because of this delay, and because we would not like 
to see a similar delay 2 years from now, another completely lost year, 
I regret to say that it looks as though the Congress should take up the 
matter of extension of the Airport Act again in the next session of the 
Congress, which is less than a year off. 

That is the only way I can see offhand where a second year’s loss 
of airport development can be avoided 2 years from now. 

If this analysis is correct, then it seems that we should more than 
ever consider the present extension simply a status quo piece of legis- 
lation and take up perhaps the Alaskan and many other problems that 
are still unsolved when we have to go back at it again. 

S. 2208, in the form that it was introduced, as has been testified 
here this morning, would take money away from about 40 States. 
Because of the inadequacies of the program in its present form, we 
would hate very much to see any loss to those 40 States and we are 
sure that Senator Bartlett and Senator Gruening did not intend that 
money should be taken away from other States, but that would be 
the net effect of that version of the bill. 

I would suggest that the committee consider very seriously the 
ossibility of a status quo until the whole matter is taken up again. 
if that does not seem to be appropriate, then the use of discretionary 
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funds might be a way around some of the most acute problems that 
will arise in Alaska in the meantime. 

Thank you. 

Senator Monroney. You may submit a statement to enlarge upon 
what you have told us, as you wish. 

Do you have any questions? 

Senator Bartuerr. No, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Are there any further witnesses? 

Mr. McMullen, executive director of the Nationa] Association of 
State Aviation Officials. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. McMutten. I am A. B. McMullen, executive director of the 
National Association of State Aviation Officials. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time you have given me. I realize 
the time is short. In my routine daily work as executive director of 
the NASAO—National Association of State Aviation Officials—I am 
impressed with the great need for airport development in Alaska and 
of the many problems, financial and others, that this new State is 
experiencing during its transition from a Territory of the United States 
to a full-fledged State. 

Alaska depends on air transportation compared to surface trans- 
portation to a greater extent than any other State, and its airport 
requirements must therefore be given very serious consideration. 

Due to Alaska’s geographic location it is a strategic point in the 
world’s system of international airways, and its large scheduled air 
carrier airports are therefore very much in the Federal interest. 

The tremendous use of the small aircraft throughout the large and 
relatively undeveloped State is common knowledge. 

More and better airports in ever-increasing numbers are needed to 
accommodate the increasing demands of local air carriers and the 
so-called bush-pilot type of operations. 

In NASAO we agree with the President that Alaska requires more 
funds than are provided in Public Law 86-72. Unfortunately this 
same situation exists in the other States, and therefore, as a representa- 
tive of all the States, I could not support a bill such as S. 2208 which, 
in order to help Alaska, would take funds away from 40 other States. 

The proper and simple way to meet this very serious problem would 
be to authorize the expenditure of sufficient funds to construct the 
aircraft landing facilities needed to meet the growing requirements of 
air transportation in all the States. 

We realize, however, that the simple method is not always the prac- 
tical method to solve a problem when governmental departments are 
involved. Therefore, we suggest that your committee give favorable 
consideration, as a temporary measure, to the amendment to 5. 2208 
proposed by the Federal Aviation Agency, which would make Alaska 
eligible to receive discretionary funds. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen. We 
appreciate your testimony on this as on many other bills that have 
meant so much to aviation. 

Senator Bartietr. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should 
like to submit the testimony which I previously alluded to, givenby 
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General Quesada before the Senate Interior Committee on the omni- 
bus bill. 
Senator Monroney. I think that. would be very helpful for the 


record, particularly the reference to the large amount of military use 
of these two airports. 

Senator BartLtetr. And also the Federal Aviation Act study 
penne to airport needs in Alaska, and finally, a letter addressed to 

», July 9, 1959, by Acting Administrator Pyle, stating that Alaska 
See cannot legally share in the discretionary funds. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I should like to say that quite reluctantly 
I endorse the proposal made this morning by Mr. Pyle. It is my 
understanding that a like view is taken by Senator Gruening and 
Representative Rivers of Alaska. This is the only possible way out 
of a very bad situation. Our airport needs are many, and some are of 
an emergency nature. 

(The documents referred to follow: ) 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
Washington, D.C., July 9, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. Barrer, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR Bart Ett: This is in reply to your letter of June 30, 1959, in 
which you inquire as to whether or not Alaska will be entitled to participate in 
the allocation of discretionary funds under the Federal Airport Act, as amended. 

You indicate your view that only those States which participate in the alloca- 
tion of the funds provided under section 5(a) of the act will be entitled to partici- 
pate in the allocation of the discretionary funds. We concur in your view of the 
matter. Since Alaska has been excluded from the definition of the word “State,” 
by the terms of the act, as amended, Alaska will not be entitled to participate in 
the allocation of funds under section 6 of the act, which includes the allocation of 
discretionary funds. 

If you feel that we can be of further service, please call upon us. 

Sincerely vours, 
James T. PYLE 
(Acting for E. R. Quesada, Administrator). 
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STATEMENT oF E. R. QuesapA, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION 
AGENCY 


Iam E. R. Quesada, the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency. I 
welcome this opportunity to present to this committee our views in support of 
§. 1541, the pending bill referred to as the Alaska Omnibus Act. I will limit my 
comments to matters concerned with airports and aviation. 

Section 35 of the bill is the area of particular interest. to us. Under authority 
of a 1948 act of Congress—48 U.S.C. 485—terminal airports have been con- 
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structed and operated at Anchorage and Fairbanks, Alaska, at a capital cost of 
some $17 million to the Government. 

The subject airport facilities at Anchorage consists of two runways, a termina] 
building anda hangar. This airport is handling approximately 200,000 passengers 
annually and serves about 125,000 aircraft arrivals and departures of which about 
30,000 are air carriers, 60,000 are military and 35,000 are general purpose aircraft, 
These Anchorage facilities, with an allowance for depreciation, have a current 
capital value estimated at $11,600,000. 

The airport at Fairbanks has only one runway and a terminal building with 
associated utilities constructed by the Federal Government. At this location 
there are some 90,000 passengers served annually and approximately 55,000 
aircraft arrivals and departures of which about 13,000 aircraft movements are gir 
carrier aircraft, 7,500 military aircraft and 34,500 are general aviation type of 
aircraft. 

Allowing for depreciation, the Fairbanks facility has a current capital value of 
about $5.2 million. These two airports are now collecting revenues of approxi- 
mately $1.1 million annually which are deposited in the general fund of the 
Treasury of the United States as miscellaneous receipts. These revenues com. 
pared with the 1959 fiscal year annual cost of operation of almost $90,000, reveal 
a net balance of $200,000 in income over expense. 

The original justification for the Federal Government constructing and operat 
ing these terminal airports as indicated in the enabling legislation was twofold: 

(a) To serve air commerce of the United States in the Territory of Alaska; 
and 
(b) To serve as intermediate stops for international flights. 

A further consideration was a requirement to move civil operations off military 
air bases in the interest of security and the additional safety provided through 
separating the civil operations from the specialized military activities. 

In the light of these requirements and the Territorial status of Alaska in 1948 
there was no possibility of obtaining the airfields by means other than by having 
the Federal Government assume responsibility for their construction and 
operation. 

Since they have been in operation there has been a number of changes in 
circumstances. These changes include a very substantial growth in the volume 
of activity and a significant increase in revenue to the point where currently the 
revenue from these airports exceeds the total operating cost. 

For some time consideration has been given to the advisability of relieving 
the Federal Government of the responsibility for operating and improving these 
terminal airports, inasmuch as the Government does not provide similar services 
for other cities, except at the Nation’s Capital. 

The advent of statehood for Alaska eliminates any justification for continuation 
of this function by the Federal Government. 

In estimating the amount for the transitional grant in 1960, $4.5 million was 
included for capital improvements at Anchorage and Fairbanks with the expecta- 
tion that some or all of this fund would be used for matching purposes under the 
Federal-aid airport program. 

For approximately $4.5 million the Anchorage airport could be expanded to 
serve the jet-powered aircraft that the major air carriers are acquiring and the 
construction work can be passed on time sequence with the schedule for jet 
service to Anchorage. 

Landing area improvements at Fairbanks to meet jet aircraft requirements 
would cost approximately $3.8 million. The two fields also have need for such 
things as lighting, sidewalks, road, water, and sewer improvements, and erash 
and rescue facilities that would aggregate $1.5 million. 

Our estimate for construction excludes terminal building expansion as the 
financing of this particular construction does not require the appropriation of 
Federal funds. 

Thus, the two airports could be developed to meet jet aircraft requirements 
other than terminal building facilities at a total cost of some $9. million An 
amount in excess of the needed $9.8 million could be derived by matching tran- 
sitional grant funds with Federal-aid airport funds. 

It is our view that the Federal Government therefore would be providing 
generously, in fact an amount of not less than $27.9 million, for the airport needs 
of these areas by a number of actions; namely 

(1) Transferring at no cost, airport facilities valued at about $17 million; 

(2) Allocating to the State for use at their discretion in 1960 up to $105 
million as a transitional grant, of which about $4.5 is based on airport 
capital improvements; 









FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT—ALASKA 29 






(3) Providing under the recommended extension of the Federal grant-in-aid 
program for airports, as proposed by the administration, the amount of 
$6.4 million. 

Senator BartLtetr. We are not being treated, under existing law, 
as a State should be treated. It is on a basis of less than quality. 
That is very obvious. 

If a bill is passed permitting Alaska to share in the discretionary 
funds, it may or may not help us. I, of course, have been aware that 
this proposal was to be made, and I met with Mr. Pyle and some of his 
associates, and I think it is only proper to state for the record that 
despite my best efforts I could not get a commitment from him that he 
would give us 5 cents. 

That attitude on his part is perfectly understandable and appro- 
priate. Naturally he could not make any such commitment. But 
there is no other way out that I see. 

We hope that the appropriate State officials may make such a show- 
ing when this bill is passed that the FAA will allocate needed funds 
from the discretionary fund. 

Therefore, I endorse Mr. Pyle’s suggested amendment to S. 2208. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. 

If there is no further testimony, the committee will adjourn. 

(Whereupon, at 1:55 p.m., the committee was adjourned.) 
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